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Abstract
Affordable housing, jobs, and transportation infrastructure are central elements of urban 
planning that have the potential for great synergies if considered comprehensively. Transit-
accessible affordable housing can help alleviate the combined housing and transportation 
burden that many Atlantans face and provide better accessibility to employment opportunities. 
The region’s upcoming Transportation Investment Act (TIA) vote provides an impetus to 
study these issues and determine how this potential infrastructure investment could influence 
the supply of mixed-income transit-oriented developments (MITOD) that provide affordable 
housing and increase connections to jobs. 
 The two research questions being explored are: What are the current housing and 
employment characteristics near MARTA rail stations and the proposed transit routes 
identified in the TIA? Where might opportunities exist to preserve affordable housing and 
develop MITOD? The analysis utilizes spatial analysis techniques in a geographic information 
system (GIS) to study the most recent Census 2010 and American Community Survey data. A 
series of thematic maps exhibit the findings and important densities and ratios are analyzed to 
make observations about the nature of the connection between housing and jobs via transit. 
 The study finds that existing housing and job densities are below recommended 
thresholds for transit usage, which indicates the importance of infill strategies and MITOD 
policies to encourage future growth in transit-rich neighborhoods. Affordable housing (less 
than 50% AMI) is in short supply in many transit-accessible locations, while workforce housing 
(less than 80% AMI) is more prevalent, supporting the need for truly affordable housing in new 
development. High housing vacancies and currently undeveloped land around existing and 
future rail lines provide opportunities for new MITOD to address these challenges.
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Transit-Accessible Workforce Housing Opportunities in Atlanta
Introduction
 Three major elements of urban planning have the potential for great synergies if 
crucial struggle. Transportation infrastructure investment represents a tremendous expenditure 
of public funds and has been extolled as a tool to bolster the economy while enhancing mobility 
and creating transportation options. Robust, accessible employment markets are critical for a 
city’s residents to obtain productive jobs and for a city’s ability to attract and retain residents, 
especially during the current recession. 
 The upcoming Transportation Investment Act (TIA) vote, also known as the Regional 
Transportation Referendum (RTR) and the Transportation Special-Purpose Local-Option Sales 
Tax (T-SPLOST), provides an opportunity to address these issues by encouraging mixed-income 
transit-oriented development. Such development around existing and new station areas would 
increase the supply of affordable and workforce housing near transit and connect more low 
income residents with jobs and opportunities. It will also help alleviate the combined housing 
and transportation burden that many Atlantans face. Households in Atlanta spent an average 
of 29 percent of their income on housing costs in 2006, just below the generally accepted 
threshold of affordability. However, they also spent an average of 32 percent of their income on 
 
(Center for Transit Oriented Development [CTOD], 2009a).
income on these two expenses severely limits other basic necessities.
 The primary research question being explored is: How might the balance between 
workforce housing and transit-accessible jobs in Atlanta be improved, given the TIA vote in 
 To do this, a spatial analysis of housing and job characteristics around proposed transit 
lines in the TIA project list is conducted using a geographic information system (GIS) and the 
stations. Important densities and ratios are analyzed to make observations about the nature of 
the connection between housing and jobs via transit. After an overview of other transit-oriented 
development funds in several cities across the United States, policy recommendations tailored to 
the unique characteristics of Atlanta are offered.
Literature Review
 The relationship between affordable housing, employment location, and transportation 
infrastructure has been a subject of research from many different angles for some time now. 
framework for analyzing transit-accessible affordable housing in Atlanta and the extent to which 
it connects low and moderate income households with job opportunities. It begins with an 
overview of the research into the combined cost of housing and transportation and its impact 
on households. Next, it presents research on the link between housing and access to jobs, with 
a particular focus on linking low income households with employment via public transit. This 
area in particular is a subject of divergent viewpoints. Then, mixed-income, transit-oriented 
housing, transportation, and jobs. Finally, the review draws conclusions about the nature of 
referendum is approved by voters in the region.
True Affordability: Housing + Transportation Costs
more than this severely limits the remaining income to spend on food, health care, and other 
basic necessities, especially for low and moderate income families. The Joint Center for Housing 
Studies of Harvard University publishes an annual State of the Nation’s Housing report which 
includes an assessment of housing affordability. For 2009, the most recent year with available 
housing. This equates to 22 million households that were considered moderately cost burdened. 
on housing and were considered severely cost burdened. These numbers are up 23.8 percent and 
million renter households in the United States. 
 In recent years there has been growing recognition that true affordability must go 
transportation costs can rival and even exceed the cost of housing. Lipman (2006) found that, 
are as high or higher than housing costs. For example, working families in Atlanta making 
percent.
 Given this relationship between housing and transportation costs, one strategy that 
density, mixed use development located within walking distance of transit, typically about 
households living in these areas will spend less on transportation because they can utilize 
found that people living in transit zones around stations commuted by car less frequently than 
the regional average, but that the magnitude of the difference depended largely on the age and 
 However, there is also a documented “transit premium” for housing in many of these 
accessible locations due to the proximity of convenient public transportation (Wise & Scire, 
2009). Although the magnitude of the increase differs depending on the study and the variables 
analyzed (and even between different locations within the same system), this higher cost 
can offset any gains made from more affordable transportation. Wise notes that higher land 
and housing values tend to limit the number of affordable units available to lower income 
households, and can even affect subsidized units if the increase in rent is greater than can be 
 If housing near transit is to be a viable option, there must be ways to encourage its 
in the short-term, however, and in locations where demand has driven market rents higher the 
 In a study of 8 major cities, Reconnecting America and the National Housing Trust 
accessible units facing expiration in that period and San Francisco has over three-quarters of 
its transit-accessible units in the same situation (Harrell, Brooks, & Nedwick, 2009). These 
statistics underscore the importance of both preservation and new construction of affordable 
housing near transit. 
 To summarize, housing and transportation costs must be taken together when evaluating 
affordability for low and moderate income households. Subsidized units located far from transit 
can no longer be considered as affordable when considered in this light. TOD is one strategy 
to address the issue, but preservation of existing affordable units must also be a part of any 
effective approach to the problem.
Housing Location and Access to Employment
 Another branch of research focuses on the link between housing and access to 
employment opportunities. Two dominant theories for studying this relationship exist: spatial 
concept, and these issues are the next focus.
examining issues of accessibility to employment opportunities and time spent commuting 
from home to work. It posits that inner-city poverty is the result of residential segregation 
and a growing separation between employment opportunities and housing, among other 
found greater mismatch in large cities than in small cities, in those with highly segregated 
neighborhoods than those with more racially diverse settlement patterns, and in areas where the 
largest share of entry-level job growth occurs in the suburbs instead of the central city (Sawicki 
conclude that although there are structural barriers and personal characteristics that also limit 
employment opportunities for the poor, transportation is a more accessible policy lever than 
many other factors. As one example, transit oriented development can be an effective means of 
better connecting low and moderate income households to job opportunities that they may not 
otherwise have access to (Grady & LeRoy, 2006). New development can link existing job centers 
to housing or can create new jobs and housing within station areas. 
 However, there are several criticisms of the spatial mismatch theory that merit 
discussion. One criticism is that racial discrimination, and not distance to jobs, is the primary 
are intertwined in complex ways and cannot be completely separated. Place, especially the 
inner city, can be representative of race in many locations as a result of segregated settlement 
patterns. A second criticism is that modal mismatch is increasingly important, particularly in 
access to a car allows residents to travel greater distances to employment locations but puts 
those without reliable automobile access at a severe disadvantage. This divergence of access due 
to travel mode is something traditional spatial mismatch theory disregards. Skills mismatch, 
which encompasses disparities in education and both hard and soft skills, is an important 
barrier that is often unaddressed as well.
 Improving transit accessibility to jobs is not seen as the panacea for greater employment 
among lower income groups by everyone. Chapple (2006) argues that while increasing 
a mobility strategy, one of three policy prescriptions to overcome spatial mismatch that she 
describes, and notes that public transit does not improve employment outcomes as much as 
auto ownership does. Instead, she advocates for diverse bridging networks and workforce 
intermediaries to help low income populations connect with job opportunities. Likewise,  
should focus on two approaches: improving inner-city accessibility among existing high density 
housing and job centers (rather than relying on radial routes to the suburbs), and creating 
demand-responsive services similar to existing paratransit that better serve transit riders’ 
positive impact on residents in inner-city locations.
 Jobs-housing balance is closely related to the spatial mismatch hypothesis but focuses 
more on land use and physical proximity rather than accessibility via transit. Whether a 
person walks or drives a short distance to travel between home and work is largely irrelevant 
in the jobs-housing universe. That is, the concept is “primarily locational rather than modal” 
use regulation constrains the housing location choices available to workers, especially near job 
centers. This limits the availability of units for  workers who value that proximity, and instead 
forces them to seek housing further away and endure a longer commute to get to their place 
of employment. Providing more housing options near employment allows workers who prefer 
that lifestyle to be able to make that decision freely. An important corollary is that jobs-housing 
balance is not about congestion mitigation as many critics claim. Crafting jobs-housing policies 
as congestion mitigation strategies sets them up for failure when increased capacity on roads is 
 Levine points out several arguments used against the jobs-housing balance concept. 
One is that its measurement depends greatly on the geographic extent considered, and that 
with no common limitation such measurement can be arbitrary. Another is that the concept is 
based on single-worker households in long-term employment situations, an increasingly less 
common scenario as two-worker households and job mobility increases. Finally, critics state that 
jobs-housing balance depends on large numbers of workers accepting less housing (ie smaller 
units and yards) to be closer to work instead of more housing further away, a choice that seems 
opposite the common trend. 
 A common facet of the housing and employment relationship in these two theories is the 
commute time between home and work. Public transit is promoted as an alternative to private 
uses a 30-minute commute time threshold in his study of job openings and access in Boston. He 
levels as long as they did not live in the exurbs, but those constrained to a 30 minute commute 
residing in central city locations had slightly better accessibility than those living farther out 
commute times to suburban jobs that are almost twice as long by transit as by car, causing a 
variety of detrimental impacts for childcare logistics and overall quality of life.
 As can been seen from the literature, housing accessible to transit facilitates greater 
connections to employment opportunities (in addition to services, entertainment, and 
other daily needs) but the strength of this relationship is still debated. While transit can be 
part of a  comprehensive strategy to improve employment outcomes for low and moderate 
income households, relying only on transit-oriented development is inadequate to address 
the complexity of the problem. Fostering the creation of bridging networks for low income 
households and providing better workforce intermediaries are two recommended policy 
Making the Case for Mixed Income Transit Oriented Development
 Transit oriented development has been discussed as one strategy to address rising 
on affordable and workforce housing within transit-accessible locations. Doing so counteracts 
the trend towards higher income housing in many TOD locations that prevents lower income 
around new transit stations and attempt to create bridging networks for low and moderate 
income families, helping to address some of the criticisms of mobility strategies outlined 
previously. 
improved social networks (or social capital), social control (or social organization), behavior 
networks refer to interpersonal relationships that can help low income residents gain access to 
information and job opportunities they would not have otherwise. Social control describes how 
the presence of higher income residents is often associated with improved social organization 
to social learning; that, by being around residents from more stable backgrounds who model 
productive behaviors, lower income residents can break out of the culture of poverty associated 
with predominantly disadvantaged neighborhoods. Finally, political economy of place argues 
that higher income residents have more political and civic connections and can lobby external 
and civic involvement rather than on relationships among residents. 
as the most typical short-and middle-term outcomes of mixed income communities (Joseph 
of different income classes, which are not always robust, and role modeling is criticized as 
being paternalistic and most likely to occur only between children and adults, not peer to 
 Depending on the relative weight given to each proposition by the supporters of a 
mixed income effort, the expectations will be different and outcomes should be measured 
appropriately. For example, if fostering meaningful social interactions between residents 
is important then the design of public spaces and creation of community events can play a 
communities to low income residents should be scaled back but that the method merits further 
promoted as providing truly affordable housing, broadening access to opportunities, relieving 
connect workers to jobs, create new jobs, and bring investment to economically depressed 
types of locations.
households by 2030 will prefer transit oriented locations, representing an increase from 6 
that also bolster access to employment opportunities and seek to improve the quality of life for 
all residents.
important trends behind this predicted demand. Foremost are changing demographics and 
market preferences. Household size is steadily shrinking in the United States and the number of 
Baby Boomers is growing. These small households and seniors are expressing a greater desire 
for small lots, convenient activities and services, and accessible transportation options than 
to transit (Harrell et al., 2009). Immigration is another demand factor, as many new residents 
are accustomed to using transit and prefer to continue that aspect of their lifestyle in the U.S. In 
addition to these trends, real estate professionals are recognizing the value in transit oriented 
development and seeking out more of these investments.
Policy Tools
income communities in these areas is even less prevalent. The appreciation of land values near 
new transit projects often drives low income residents out while increasing development costs 
transit areas, incoming households are more likely to have higher incomes than the original 
residents, more likely to own a car, and more likely to commute alone, thus failing to capture the 
not by national standards but on how the neighborhoods surrounding them experience the 
program; and transportation management programs like car sharing and unbundling the price 
problems that might arise from TOD and seek to mitigate them ahead of time. Financing tools 
focus on the neighborhood changes that can occur with development and provide resources 
for land acquisition, preservation, and new construction of affordable housing. Transportation 
management programs appeal to core transit users with pedestrian-friendly TOD environments 
that allow living car-free if desired.
 Joint development is another policy tool gaining popularity due to the increased 
ridership it produces, the mitigation of displacement around new station areas, and the role 
of affordable housing in the initial lease-up stage (Shoemaker, 2006). In Kniech & Pollack’s 
affordable housing components while the remaining rely on relationships and expectations to 
produce these projects. The Atlanta Beltline Affordable Housing Trust Fund, Charlotte CATS 
Affordable Housing Transit Policy, and Denver RTD’s TOD Strategic Plan are three such policies 
percent of units within a half-mile of transit to be affordable, and limits the number of assisted 
units to less than 20 percent of the total within a quarter-mile. Denver’s policy was developed 
in conjunction with the FasTracks transit expansion program in the region and coordinates 
regional housing needs with TOD near the new stations.
Previous Studies of Affordable Housing Near Transit
the need for affordable housing near transit and its relation to existing job centers (Bernstein, 
upper-income households and a shortage of units affordable for households earning less than 
households and businesses, and advocates for comprehensive policies addressing housing, jobs, 
and transportation costs in the region. Finally, it promotes the development of mixed-use and 
mixed-income communities near transit as the key to maintaining investment in the region, 
preserving quality of life, and growing the economy.
 A particularly relevant map contained in this study shows target areas for additional 
one-mile buffers around transit stations and a quarter-mile buffer along transit lines to generate 
an accompanying table which lists total households, residential acres, current average net 
households per acre, and the additional number required to reach seven households per acre 
(determined a “feasible target density”) for each buffer.
jobs are located within that same distance. While almost three-quarters of the region’s entry-
concentrations of such jobs is readily accessible by transit in downtown Atlanta.
neighborhood” as a half-mile radius around each station and included block groups that had 
a majority of their land area within that distance. They examined a variety of data points, 
including population, housing units, household income, housing costs, in-migration, public 
transit use, and car ownership, and aggregated the data at the station level. They conducted a 
conclusions about change likely caused by the new station.
around stations as a half-mile buffer in order to determine the effects of transit on housing 
prices.  To calculate residential density, they used Census block-level data and only included the 
average residential density, average block size, average miles to CBD, and average year the 
housing units were built. These in turn informed the development of six transit zone typologies 
that organized the analysis of demand for housing.
Data Sources
data provides basic statistics for housing, vacancy, and household population at the block 
group data on rent levels and housing burden but have relatively high margins of error. This 
stations and the TIA transit corridors, but should be interpreted carefully before drawing 
data at the block level for Worker-Area Characteristics (WAC), corresponding to where jobs are 
located, and Resident-Area Characteristics (RAC), corresponding to where workers live.
 Information about the proposed station locations along the TIA transit routes had to 
be gathered from several sources because these locations are not included in the Project List 
documentation. Instead, station locations for the Clifton Corridor and I-20 transit line are taken 
divided into roughly one mile wide segments to provide a better level of spatial detail than the 
entire corridor. The two Beltline/Streetcar projects are analyzed at the corridor level since stop 
locations have not been proposed yet and because they will be much closer together than the 
station locations for light rail or bus rapid transit.
Methodology
 Once the housing and jobs data had been procured and cleaned, the tables were joined 
and TIA transit lines using quarter-mile, half-mile, and one-mile radii. The analysis of the 
with housing and jobs data, the attribute query tool to sort by buffer distance and other relevant 
criteria, and the summarize function to create new tables. Thematic maps were then generated 
to visualize housing and employment statistics and land availability.
 The three buffer distances are based on research about transit-oriented development 
and the typical transit zones in which people commonly use transit. A quarter-mile radius 
a one-mile radius represents a reasonable distance to bike or provide frequent connections via 
shuttles or public buses (URS, 2006).
Congestion. This report synthesizes several earlier studies of density around transit including 
units per acre for minimum bus service operating once an hour, 9 units per acre for light rail 
slightly higher. Pushkarev and Zupan’s minimum bus threshold is maintained but the light rail 
 Proximity of jobs to transit has also been demonstrated to be an important determinant 
acre for light rail transit service.
 The jobs analysis focuses on both total jobs and on low-skill jobs and workers. 
this is admittedly an imprecise comparison, it is the best that could be determined for the 
purposes of this study.
Findings and Analysis
imbalances, or surpluses exist to inform policy makers and development professionals. The 
physical availability of land for development. A series of maps precedes each section and are 





















































































MARTA Rail: Housing Density (2010)
MARTA Transit Zones
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MARTA Rail: All Transit-Accessible Jobs (2009)
MARTA Transit Zones










Where the Jobs Are















































































































MARTA Rail: Affordable Rental Housing (2010)
MARTA Transit Zones
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Transit Zones: quarter-, half-, and one-mile radii
Hartsfield Jackson
International Airport






































































































Springs to bring the total to 38 stations. The Lindbergh Center TOD, a partnership between 
Housing and Job Density
at the end of the Red (north) line. Densities around the stations south of Five Points are the 
housing units within each of the three transit zones, followed closely by the North Avenue and 
 Not surprisingly, the downtown stations have the greatest number of jobs nearby. Five 
housing affordability and low-skill employment densities that will assist in understanding where 
these opportunities exist.
1  Housing and employment density is measured in units or jobs per gross acre throughout the study.
Rental Housing Affordability
low income or workforce. For housing to be considered affordable, the literature states that no 
ore than 30 percent of household income should be dedicated to housing costs. Since metro 
 This study indicates that there is a shortage of affordable housing in many areas near 
has the lowest percentage of affordable housing units while the south and west lines have the 
highest percentages. Chamblee and Doraville, the last two stations on the northeast line, have 
much higher percentages than the north line stations, and the east line has clusters of both high 
and low percentages. Affordable rental units comprises less than half of the total rental stock 
zone at 9 stations. Those north of and including Lindbergh Center stand out in this category. 
On average, 60 percent of all housing units within a quarter-mile of rail stations are considered 
affordable and 90 percent are considered workforce.
Low-Skill Workers and Jobs
 Comparing the place of residence for low-skill workers to the location of low-skill 
jobs provides an indication of potential accessibility synergies. The highest concentrations of 
low-skill workers live along the south and west lines where about 30 percent of the working 
residents exist around the Doraville and Sandy Springs stations on the northeast and north lines 
perception that lower-skill residents tend to live further away from the core, and to the west and 
south of downtown.
 Five Points has the highest number of low-skill jobs within a quarter-mile, representing 
hospitality jobs in the tourism industry downtown. Ashby has the highest percentage of these 
transit zone, Peachtree Center station has the highest number of low-skill jobs, representing 
Together, the jobs near Five Points and Peachtree Center provide many opportunities for the 
concentration of low-skill workers at the nearby North Avenue station as well for workers 
 An analysis of two different ratios provides a better understanding of the links between 
housing and jobs:
The ratio of low-skill jobs in a transit zone to low-skill workers living there provides 
an indication of whether employees can live near their work. A ratio well above one 
represents a large number of jobs but relatively few workers living nearby, while a ratio 
below one indicates an area with many resident-workers but few job opportunities. The 
ideal ratio of one provides job and housing opportunities in equal numbers, potentially 
reducing commute times and the expense of personal transportation. The target range is 
Jobs-housing balance is another measure of the location of housing near employment 
for people to live near their place of work if they choose and if the rent and income levels 
indicates too many low-skill jobs and too few affordable units, while Type 3 indicates too 
















































Figure 2: Job Density to Jobs-Workers Scatter Plot
are the most balanced station areas. West Lake and Oakland City have the fewest low-skilled 
 Figure 2 uses a scatter plot to explore whether any relation exists between low-skill job 
density (x-axis) and the ratio of low-skill jobs to low-skill workers (y-axis). One interesting 
feature to note is how the core stations including Five Points have values in the lower right 
portion of the graph. Second, the north and northeast lines stand out as having the largest 
spread of results compared to the cluster of other stations in the lower left of the graph. This 
residential character.
 Figure 3 compares the overall jobs-housing balance and the low-skill jobs to affordable 
housing units balance around each rail station. Analyzing the overall balance reveals similar 
Figure 3: MARTA Jobs-Housing Ratios
closest to the average value (6.2), although Buckhead is closest to the average when the Airport’s 
Lake and Indian Creek again have the lowest ratio at around 0.20 jobs per housing unit, 
indicating a Type 3 imbalance. 
 The ratio of low-skill jobs to affordable housing units maintains a similar pattern as 
the overall balance. The Airport is still an outlier but by a lower margin than the overall jobs-
jobs per resident-worker. Avondale is closest to the average value of 2.3, and North Avenue, 
jobs per low-skilled resident-worker.
most cases, the overall ratios are higher than the low-skill ratios, indicating a better balance 
within the latter category. The north line and the stations closest to Five Points typically have 
balance of low-skill positions and affordable housing burdens is the ratio closest to one across 
 These ratios provide two different methods of assessing the housing and employment 
employment centers with relatively little housing nearby. The Airport station is an outlier for 
all these ratios because there are few housing opportunities near this major employer due to 
the nature of the airport’s operations. Those at the opposite end of the spectrum are much 
more residential in character with fewer jobs available. The fact that several stations downtown 

















































TIA-Central: Housing Density (2010)
TIA Transit Zones
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TIA-Northwest: Housing Density (2010)
TIA Transit Zones




































































































TIA-Central: All Jobs Near Transit (2009)
TIA Transit Zones
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Proposed TIA Transit Projects
 
the remainder to bicycle/pedestrian, roadway/transit, and aviation projects (Atlanta Regional 
Housing and Job Density
supportive densities. The Clifton Corridor and BRT line have denser areas around the Lindbergh 
Center station, the hub for both lines, and in segments 2 and 3 of the BRT line which roughly 
2
in the one-mile transit zone, making it the least dense corridor. The North line extension also 
has small clusters of relatively higher density in the western portion of the transit zones. Overall, 
the areas near the proposed transit lines do not currently exhibit transit-supportive densities in 
development to make transit more viable.
 Three projects come closest to achieving transit-supportive housing densities on average 
It should be noted these projects also have the largest transit zones because of the corridor-
level analysis. The North Line extension, the I-20 corridor, and the Clifton Corridor have the 
lowest average housing densities. The North Line and I-20 corridor have their alignments in 
or adjacent to a highway right-of-way which limits the housing opportunities nearby, while the 
Clifton Corridor project is routed through primarily low density, single-family areas. In the one-
acre transit threshold.
both the quarter-mile and one-mile transit zones. The average number of jobs per station is 
2  Because the Beltline/Streetcar projects and the BRT line along Piedmont Road and Roswell Road had no station 
information available, they were studied at the corridor level rather than station level. These transit zones are 
less comparable to the station-level zones because the corridor data is drawn from a much larger area. General 
comparisons about densities and ratios can be made, but comparing the number of jobs or housing units would be 
inappropriate.
30,000 jobs per station.
 The BRT line travels a comparatively dense employment corridor, ranging from 20 
jobs per acre within a quarter-mile to 9 jobs per acre within a mile. Clifton Corridor and the 
southwest Beltline/Streetcar projects also have comparatively high densities within the quarter-








































































































































































































TIA-Northwest: Affordable Rental Housing (2010)
TIA Transit Zones











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































TIA-Northwest: Low-Skill Jobs to Low-Skill Workers Ratio (2009)























 The TIA transit routes have several areas where affordable housing is in short supply 
percentage of workforce units along its length. Affordable units comprise less than half of the 
rental stock within the one-mile transit zone of three stations along the Clifton Corridor and 
and workforce housing. 
have high percentages of affordable housing and especially workforce housing. The North line 
extension likewise has good affordability levels. Generally speaking, most of the housing along 
the TIA transit routes are affordable to workforce households.
Low-Skill Workers and Jobs
respectively. The shares are relatively unchanged within the one-mile transit zone: I-20 has the 
highest proportion and the BRT line, Clifton Corridor, and northeast Beltline/Streetcar have the 
 The I-20 corridor has the largest percentage of low-skill jobs within both the quarter-
of retail and service positions at the nearby malls. At the opposite end of the spectrum, both 
transit zone. 
another. It demonstrates the relatively low employment densities for most of the TIA stations 
but a much wider range of job to worker ratios. The two Beltline/Streetcar projects are outliers 
located off the chart) are outliers in terms of jobs to worker ratios. The I-20 stations are 
clustered closest to the bottom left indicating low densities and low jobs to workers ratios. 
 The North Line extension is the most balanced in total jobs to workers and low-skill jobs 
to workers. Its overall jobs-housing balance is similar but the low-skill job to affordable housing 
ratio is a Type 3 imbalance. Interestingly, most of the TIA projects have a jobs-housing balance 
near one, especially the ratio of low-skill jobs to low-burden housing. The Clifton Corridor has 
worker ratios. 
housing balance around each rail station. 6 stations have an overall ratio within the target range 
and 3 stations have a low-skill jobs to affordable housing ratio in the target range, including 
the low-skill to affordable ratio. The Clifton Corridor demonstrates the large concentration of 
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Figure 4: Job Density to Jobs-Workers Scatter Plot
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 The next step in the analysis is to identify potential locations for the creation or 
preservation of affordable rental housing and for new mixed-income transit oriented 
development. One indicator is housing vacancy rates which reveal areas that have an existing 
building stock that is being underutilized. These are opportunities to revitalize neighborhoods 
by bringing empty houses back onto the market as affordable rental properties. A second 
indicator is undeveloped land. Some of this land may be prime for the creation of new mixed-
of an area. Both of these indicators are crude measurements however. Field surveys and other 
these provide an initial idea of where to focus those efforts.
Potential Around MARTA Stations
concentrations of vacant units along the west and south lines, with smaller pockets along certain 
percent and 30 percent average respective vacancy rates within the quarter-mile transit zone, 
since the recession began.
 The west line has the highest average vacancy rate at 32 percent, and none of the stations 
Ashby has the highest number of vacant units with just under 3,200 in the north and west areas 
of the one-mile transit zone. The south line has the second highest housing vacancy rate at 23 
vacancy, ranging from lows around 9 percent at Brookhaven and Doraville at the end of the 
lines are also notable in that they have a generally decreasing rate of vacancy as distance from 
downtown increases; the other lines are much more random in their distribution.
 The second indicator is the amount of undeveloped land near transit stations, taken 
a quarter-mile and stands out as having the most undeveloped land within that transit zone in 
mile, making it the station with the most  undeveloped land overall. As expected, most lines have 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Potential Around TIA Transit Projects
one mile, but the linear buffer includes a much larger area than any one station zone. On the 
I-20 corridor, the Lithonia Industrial and Gresham stations have high housing vacancy rates 
mile transit zone at 26 percent, and has an even higher rate closer to the station. The station 
area has a very higher proportion of renters and a below average housing density. There are 
corridor stations, however, have the second lowest average number of undeveloped acres around 
within the one-mile transit zone, and Lithonia Industrial has another 600 acres. The Clifton 
Transit-Oriented Development Policies
guidance to help form recommendations on how to shape future development in the Atlanta 
region.
development near its transit stations. It combines research on ten peer cities to learn best 
practices with an analysis of the rail system in place now and design guidance on elements of 
quarter- to half-mile of a rail or bus rapid transit station. This is also referred to as the station 
area and corresponds with the average distance a person will walk to take transit regularly. 
The core area extends a quarter-mile or less from the station and is the most critical area to 
accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers, and transit users in the same shared space.
understanding of the function and development potential of each: urban core, town center, 
commuter town center, neighborhood, collector, special regional destination, and arterial 
BRT and streetcar lines that run in the street right-of-way.
 These categories are accompanied by a list of criteria including density. Residential 
measure that is commonly used in municipal zoning regulations but that requires knowing the 
special regional destination stations do not have thresholds because of their unique character.
 The Guidelines state three reasons justifying the inclusion of affordable and workforce 
Atlanta residents are transit-dependent because of low household income or advanced age, and 
the documented need for workforce housing in the area by citing a DeKalb County study of the 
accomplishing this, utilizing a range of policy and regulatory tools including density bonuses. 
featuring many on the coasts but only two in the Southeast. The nature of the economy and 
especially the housing markets has made this an ideal time to purchase land in present and 
future transit corridors in order to eventually create affordable housing units when the market 
returns. Because many existing loan products do not match this medium to long-term timeframe 
or offer patient capital, several housing authorities and transit agencies have stepped into this 
void. 
Denver Transit Oriented Development Fund and Denver Livability Partnership
 Denver provides a particularly useful comparison because the FasTracks program there 
transit. Other partners include the City of Denver, quasi-governmental organizations, banks, 
eligible, properties must be within a half-mile of a future rail corridor or a quarter-mile of a 
high frequency bus line, and the units produced must be affordable for households making less 
investment.
 The Denver Livability Partnership (DLP) is a broader operation that includes an 
affordable housing emphasis. The Housing Development Assistance Fund provides grants of 
affordable housing sites near transit corridors. It is capitalized by a HUD Community Challenge 
building and knowledge sharing to assist local partners and share best practices with other areas 
that have affordable housing opportunities along transit corridors (Urban Land Conservancy, 
Bay Area Transit Oriented Affordable Housing Fund (TOAH)
the purchase and medium-term hold of land for future transit-oriented development in San 
loan, potential projects must be inside the boundaries of a Priority Development Area and 
bridge and construction loans to leveraged loans, for project pre-development, acquisition, and 
Family Housing Fund for the acquisition of land intended for affordable housing development. 
Land must be purchased within two years of an award, and development must commence 
meeting Green Communities standards and being located within a half-mile of rail or quarter-
mile of bus rapid transit. LAAND funds also link to the employment aspect of affordable housing 
Charlotte Housing Trust Fund
issuance every two years.
Policy Recommendations for Atlanta
 Several guiding principles emerge from the preceding literature and program review. 
First, it is critical to be proactive in acquiring key sites to create or maintain affordable housing 
near transit. This is an opportune time to secure valuable land at discounted prices and bank 
it for future development since the economy is still recovering from the recession and Atlanta 
especially continues to suffer depressed housing values. Also, uncertainty over whether the TIA 
bill will pass in July has likely kept land prices near the routes from appreciating too quickly. 
If it does pass, however, experience from other cities suggests that it is reasonable to expect an 
increase in land prices in those areas above the regional pace due to the newly created value 
from the transit investment. Waiting too long to act will require a larger capital investment to 
obtain control over fewer sites, thus limiting the impact that can be made.
 Second, coordinating affordable housing planning with transit investments now could 
become even more important due to proposed changes in the New Starts and Small Starts 
federal funding programs, both of which are likely sources of additional funding for many of the 
about recommended revisions to the funding requirements for these programs (Reconnecting 
of the economic development impacts of transit investments. Another recommendation is to 
incorporate access to jobs by evaluating the proximity of transit to employment centers when 
determining ridership estimates. A third recommendation pairs the expansion of affordable 
housing opportunities near transit with new workforce and market-rate incentives to prevent 
concentrations of low income households in transit-rich neighborhoods. This attention to 
mixed-income housing will be important to ensure that the drive towards more equitable 
development does not recreate the mistakes of concentrating poverty in new areas, even if they 
are transit-accessible.
 Third, scalability is an important aspect in the design of a transit-oriented development 
fund. As shown schematically in Figure 6, a multitude of local municipalities and different 
their policies and incentives are coordinated and working toward the same ends will be critical 
to ensure regional success. A funding model that can be implemented at a local level initially 
and then scaled up to include more jurisdictions will allow weaknesses in the program to be 
discovered and corrected before being implemented across many areas. A network of partners 
that share knowledge and publicize lessons learned will be an asset to the region as well.
 Based on the literature review, an overview of other transit-oriented development 
stations and proposed TIA transit corridors, a series of policy recommendations are set forth. 
First, leverage multiple funding sources to capitalize a revolving fund for land acquisition and 
holding costs in future transit areas. This needs to provide patient capital that will allow land 
to be purchased now when it is relatively cheap and then sold for development later when 
the market is ready. Sources could include local governments and transportation agencies, 
requirements at a regional level to ensure equitable development at a large scale. Implementing 
strict requirements within individual jurisdictions is likely to drive development to nearby areas 
in all new development. Third, include guidelines for workforce and market-rate units in these 
affordable housing policies to avoid creating concentrations of low-income households. This will 
foster diverse communities that will hopefully lead to informal networks to assist in employment 
Incentivizing new jobs to locate near current and future transit facilities will attract more riders 
walking distance of their job near a transit station, while many others will be able to use transit 
employees.
Further Research
 Introducing statistical analysis using correlations and regression would provide 
passes in July, studying the changes over time in housing and employment characteristics in 
how to move forward. 
 There are also opportunities to expand the impact of this study. Adding layers of 
education and employment sector information, identifying the effects of race and income, 
exploring variations between rental and mortgaged housing units, and investigating travel mode 
and commute time differences are all potential future research directions that would provide 
valuable data to housing professionals.
Conclusion
 Affordable housing and transportation investment are inextricably linked yet these 
Low-income and workforce households who live near transit options that are connected to job 
budget for other vital needs.
substantial commitment to new and expanded transit facilities. It can be thought of as a 
opportunity to address the documented need for more affordable housing, especially housing 
that also links low-skill workers to more job opportunities. An analysis of the current rail system 
in Atlanta and the seven transit projects on the TIA list reveals that all of these areas need to 
be one approach to help accomplish this goal.
 Based on these observations, it is recommended that affordable housing policy focus on 
creating a multi-source loan fund to provide patient capital for the acquisition and holding of 
level, and include policies on workforce and market-rate housing to produce vital mixed-income 
rail stations and the TIA transit routes if the referendum passes, Atlanta has the chance to 
secure a more equitable future for itself and a continued competitive advantage in the Southeast 
region and the nation.
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TIA-North: All Jobs Near Transit (2009)
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TIA-North: Affordable Rental Housing (2010)
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Five Five Points High Intensity 9,037 4.49 76% 2,369 26%
E1 Georgia State High Intensity 8,615 4.28 66% 1,915 22%
E2 King Memorial Neighborhood 10,562 5.25 59% 1,938 18%
E3 Inman Park/Reynoldstown Neighborhood 10,346 5.15 50% 1,218 12%
E4 Edgewood/Candler Park Neighborhood 7,888 3.92 42% 755 10%
E5 East Lake Neighborhood 6,262 3.11 29% 447 7%
E6 Decatur Mixed Use 7,317 3.64 35% 577 8%
E7 Avondale Community Center 5,782 2.88 38% 513 9%
E8 Kensington Community Center 5,884 2.93 68% 1,045 18%
E9 Indian Creek Commuter 3,617 1.80 43% 536 15%
East 75,310 3.75 51% 11,313 14%
W1 Dome/GWCC/Philips/CNN High Intensity 8,348 4.15 76% 2,346 28%
W2 Vine City Neighborhood 8,393 4.17 76% 2,594 31%
W3 Ashby Mixed Use 9,119 4.54 77% 3,194 35%
P4 Bankhead Neighborhood 6,385 3.18 71% 2,710 42%
W4 West Lake Neighborhood 5,184 2.58 57% 1,821 35%
W5 HE Holmes Commuter 4,935 2.45 65% 1,308 27%
West 42,364 3.51 70% 13,973 33%
N1 Peachtree Center High Intensity 12,533 6.23 74% 3,112 25%
N2 Civic Center High Intensity 16,077 8.00 66% 3,335 21%
N3 North Avenue High Intensity 18,108 9.01 63% 3,327 18%
N4 Midtown High Intensity 18,271 9.09 59% 3,414 19%
N5 Arts Center High Intensity 15,891 7.90 51% 2,931 18%
N6 Lindbergh Center Mixed Use 11,079 5.51 65% 1,689 15%
N7 Buckhead High Intensity 11,088 5.51 54% 1,893 17%
N8 Medical Center Commuter 3,634 1.81 38% 405 11%
N9 Dunwoody Mixed Use 6,165 3.07 73% 748 12%
N10 Sandy Springs Mixed Use 5,926 2.95 62% 659 11%
N11 North Springs Commuter 7,131 3.55 56% 845 12%
North 125,903 5.69 60% 22,358 16%
NE7 Lenox Mixed Use 11,160 5.55 52% 1,736 16%
NE8 Brookhaven Community Center 8,869 4.41 51% 777 9%
NE9 Chamblee Commuter 3,079 1.53 72% 355 12%
NE10 Doraville Commuter 2,896 1.44 70% 271 9%
Northeast 26,004 3.23 61% 3,139 11%
S1 Garnett High Intensity 7,334 3.65 80% 1,423 19%
S2 West End Community Center 7,317 3.64 77% 1,720 24%
S3 Oakland City Neighborhood 4,802 2.39 58% 1,201 25%
S4 Lakewood Commuter 3,538 1.76 59% 698 20%
S5 East Point Community Center 4,874 2.42 51% 1,096 22%
S6 College Park Community Center 1,927 0.96 70% 429 22%
S7 Airport Commuter 161 0.08 93% 46 29%
South 29,953 2.13 70% 6613 23%















C4 Clifton Corridor CDC/Emory 4,510 2.24 49% 370 8%
C1 Clifton Corridor Cheshire Bridge 8,074 4.02 65% 1,092 14%
C5 Clifton Corridor Emory Clairmont 4,424 2.20 47% 408 9%
C2 Clifton Corridor Morningside 6,405 3.19 53% 576 9%
C3 Clifton Corridor Sage Hill 6,148 3.06 51% 482 8%
29,561 2.94 53% 2,928 10%
NW17 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Adams Park 2,875 1.43 24% 246 9%
NW15 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Barrett Pkwy 3,791 1.89 67% 351 9%
NW14 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Bells Ferry 1,353 0.67 40% 138 10%
NW13 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Canton 1,515 0.75 54% 172 11%
NW16 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cobb Co Airport 2,504 1.25 57% 201 8%
NW5 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cumberland Blvd 5,200 2.59 74% 525 10%
NW6 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cumberland Mall 5,566 2.77 80% 503 9%
NW9 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Delk 4,107 2.04 93% 1,074 26%
NW1 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Howell Mill 7,053 3.51 50% 787 11%
NW19 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Lake Acworth 496 0.25 14% 25 5%
NW18 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Lakeside Market 1,322 0.66 13% 55 4%
NW2 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Moores Mill 3,489 1.74 21% 219 6%
NW12 Enhanced Premium Transit Service N Marietta Pkwy 2,896 1.44 63% 411 14%
NW4 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Northside Pkwy 3,461 1.72 55% 359 10%
NW11 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Roswell 2,685 1.34 70% 324 12%
NW10 Enhanced Premium Transit Service S Marietta Pkwy 2,923 1.45 78% 499 17%
NW3 Enhanced Premium Transit Service W Paces Ferry 1,885 0.94 17% 108 6%
NW8 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Windy Hill 6,885 3.42 90% 810 12%
NW7 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Windy Ridge 5,731 2.85 82% 537 9%
65,737 1.72 55% 7,344 11%
D4 I 20 Candler 4,662 2.32 61% 814 17%
D2 I 20 Glenwood 5,095 2.53 42% 743 15%
D3 I 20 Gresham 4,262 2.12 41% 664 16%
D7 I 20 Lithonia Industrial 3,916 1.95 71% 780 20%
D1 I 20 Moreland 7,398 3.68 38% 979 13%
D6 I 20 Panola 3,481 1.73 60% 447 13%
D8 I 20 Stonecrest Mall 1,336 0.66 74% 151 11%
D5 I 20 Wesley Chapel 3,375 1.68 41% 300 9%
33,525 2.08 53% 4,878 14%
N13 MARTA North Holcomb Bridge 5,640 2.81 72% 516 9%
N12 MARTA North Northridge 6,053 3.01 78% 572 9%
11,693 2.91 75% 1,088 9%
Corridor Analyses:
SCSW Beltline/Streetcar Downtown and Midtown to Southwest 61,529 5.13 62% 14,043 23%
SCNE Beltline/Streetcar Downtown to Northeast 38,682 7.21 55% 5,528 14%
B1 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg1 (southern end) 4,973 5.12 77% 828 17%
B2 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg2 7,669 5.68 55% 1,046 14%
B3 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg3 8,800 6.38 59% 1,584 18%
B4 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg4 3,322 2.16 34% 386 12%
B5 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg5 2,146 1.84 30% 168 8%
B6 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg6 (northern end) 2,799 3.00 60% 310 11%
29,709 4.03 53% 4,322 13%
Figure B-2: TIA Housing Characteristics
MARTA Rail: Job Characteristics
Station
Code













Five Five Points 53.15 13% 22% 20.65 12.62 11.83 4.55
E1 Georgia State 52.20 13% 20% 17.85 11.64 12.18 4.13
E2 King Memorial 38.13 11% 18% 9.63 5.82 7.26 2.13
E3 Inman Park Reynoldstown 2.84 27% 18% 0.67 1.02 0.55 0.33
E4 Edgewood Candler Park 2.10 33% 17% 0.52 0.99 0.54 0.32
E5 East Lake 2.90 10% 17% 0.83 0.48 0.93 0.17
E6 Decatur 6.95 16% 16% 1.98 2.06 1.91 0.61
E7 Avondale 7.23 17% 16% 2.85 3.18 2.51 0.86
E8 Kensington 0.94 28% 25% 0.33 0.37 0.32 0.23
E9 Indian Creek 0.39 43% 26% 0.18 0.31 0.21 0.18
12.63 2.88 1.00
N1 Peachtree Center 65.48 12% 20% 17.49 11.01 10.50 3.35
N2 Civic Center 61.00 13% 17% 11.90 9.06 7.63 2.49
N3 North Avenue 37.73 11% 15% 6.54 4.65 4.19 1.06
N4 Midtown 27.25 12% 14% 4.37 3.57 3.00 0.79
N5 Arts Center 17.58 13% 14% 4.09 3.98 2.22 0.74
N6 Lindbergh Center 7.82 14% 13% 2.94 3.21 1.42 0.41
N7 Buckhead 23.82 17% 12% 10.95 15.74 4.32 1.63
N8 Medical Center 21.49 11% 14% 15.49 11.99 11.89 1.94
N9 Dunwoody 27.09 13% 13% 18.72 19.39 8.84 2.63
N10 Sandy Springs 18.07 13% 13% 8.27 8.12 6.13 1.57
N11 North Springs 7.66 9% 16% 2.33 1.27 2.16 0.37
28.63 8.36 1.54
NE7 Lenox 19.48 17% 13% 8.67 11.63 3.51 1.31
NE8 Brookhaven 1.96 17% 14% 0.61 0.76 0.45 0.16
NE9 Chamblee 4.19 21% 16% 4.21 5.55 2.74 1.12
NE10 Doraville 3.53 21% 23% 2.92 2.58 2.45 1.12
7.29 5.13 0.93
S1 Garnett 44.85 14% 25% 19.95 11.51 12.30 5.06
S2 West End 3.29 20% 31% 1.33 0.84 0.90 0.73
S3 Oakland City 0.94 9% 28% 0.42 0.13 0.39 0.10
S4 Lakewood Ft. McPherson 1.02 11% 26% 0.66 0.27 0.58 0.19
S5 East Point 3.21 30% 25% 1.36 1.59 1.32 1.00
S6 College Park 3.55 15% 27% 4.01 2.20 3.71 1.33
S7 Airport 6.81 12% 31% 68.85 26.78 85.10 8.78
9.10 6.19 2.46
W1 Dome/GWCC/Philips/CNN 52.68 13% 25% 20.50 11.12 12.69 4.96
W2 Vine City 34.73 15% 28% 13.28 7.00 8.32 4.55
W3 Ashby 2.97 16% 31% 1.14 0.59 0.66 0.51
P4 Bankhead 1.59 18% 30% 0.95 0.58 0.50 0.51
W4 West Lake 0.45 14% 30% 0.25 0.11 0.18 0.08
W5 Hamilton E. Holmes 1.19 13% 31% 0.85 0.36 0.48 0.23
15.60 3.29 1.80



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Five 4,759 3,493 73% 4,491 94%
E1 Georgia State 4,180 2,860 68% 3,892 93%
E2 King Memorial 4,387 2,738 62% 4,066 93%
E3 Inman Park/Reynoldstown 3,748 1,998 53% 3,274 87%
E4 Edgewood/Candler Park 2,660 1,598 60% 2,223 84%
E5 East Lake 1,596 988 62% 1,364 85%
E6 Decatur 2,482 1,768 71% 2,284 92%
E7 Avondale 1,978 1,321 67% 1,854 94%
E8 Kensington 3,302 2,978 90% 3,272 99%
E9 Indian Creek 1,714 1,313 77% 1,659 97%
68% 92%
N1 Peachtree Center 6,863 4,490 65% 6,367 93%
N2 Civic Center 7,935 4,961 63% 7,181 90%
N3 North Avenue 8,937 5,367 60% 7,895 88%
N4 Midtown 7,837 4,038 52% 6,606 84%
N5 Arts Center 5,381 2,702 50% 4,363 81%
N6 Lindbergh Center 5,202 2,450 47% 4,603 88%
N7 Buckhead 4,380 1,648 38% 3,265 75%
N8 Medical Center 1,463 457 31% 1,193 82%
N9 Dunwoody 2,473 769 31% 2,009 81%
N10 Sandy Springs 2,620 932 36% 2,342 89%
N11 North Springs 2,893 1,040 36% 2,672 92%
46% 86%
NE7 Lenox 4,403 1,407 32% 3,200 73%
NE8 Brookhaven 3,357 1,473 44% 2,752 82%
NE9 Chamblee 1,646 1,031 63% 1,612 98%
NE10 Doraville 1,722 1,165 68% 1,649 96%
52% 87%
S1 Garnett 3,770 2,841 75% 3,599 95%
S2 West End 3,387 2,664 79% 3,300 97%
S3 Oakland City 1,673 1,177 70% 1,606 96%
S4 Lakewood 1,660 1,380 83% 1,604 97%
S5 East Point 2,016 1,623 81% 2,004 99%
S6 College Park 1,195 1,056 88% 1,192 100%
S7 Airport 272 224 82% 272 100%
80% 98%
W1 Dome/GWCC/Philips/CNN 4,937 3,659 74% 4,706 95%
W2 Vine City 4,586 3,443 75% 4,458 97%
W3 Ashby 4,169 3,365 81% 4,052 97%
P4 Bankhead 2,246 1,837 82% 2,201 98%
W4 West Lake 1,887 1,444 77% 1,792 95%
W5 HE Holmes 1,609 1,266 79% 1,605 100%
78% 97%
AVERAGE 66% 92%
KEY: < 50% <75%
>90% >95%













C4 Clifton Corridor CDC/Emory 2,012 575 29% 1,572 78%
C1 Clifton Corridor Cheshire Bridge 3,922 2,085 53% 3,565 91%
C5 Clifton Corridor Emory Clairmont 1,786 601 34% 1,481 83%
C2 Clifton Corridor Morningside 2,530 1,495 59% 2,267 90%
C3 Clifton Corridor Sage Hill 2,746 1,084 39% 2,266 83%
43% 85%
NW17 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Adams Park 705 261 37% 633 90%
NW15 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Barrett Pkwy 1,023 463 45% 965 94%
NW14 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Bells Ferry 1,434 798 56% 1,299 91%
NW13 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Canton 1,195 785 66% 1,059 89%
NW16 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cobb Co Airport 845 317 38% 771 91%
NW5 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cumberland Blvd 2,696 1,436 53% 2,558 95%
NW6 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cumberland Mall 4,089 2,362 58% 3,978 97%
NW9 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Delk 2,391 1,967 82% 2,382 100%
NW1 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Howell Mill 3,124 1,462 47% 2,887 92%
NW19 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Lake Acworth 61 26 43% 57 93%
NW18 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Lakeside Market 112 42 38% 104 93%
NW2 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Moores Mill 754 305 40% 556 74%
NW12 Enhanced Premium Transit Service N Marietta Pkwy 1,971 1,371 70% 1,940 98%
NW4 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Northside Pkwy 1,089 404 37% 962 88%
NW11 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Roswell 1,954 1,341 69% 1,905 97%
NW10 Enhanced Premium Transit Service S Marietta Pkwy 1,543 1,109 72% 1,514 98%
NW3 Enhanced Premium Transit Service W Paces Ferry 312 83 27% 224 72%
NW8 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Windy Hill 4,923 3,613 73% 4,856 99%
NW7 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Windy Ridge 4,602 2,904 63% 4,472 97%
53% 92%
D4 I 20 Candler 2,312 1,872 81% 2,282 99%
D2 I 20 Glenwood 1,464 991 68% 1,356 93%
D3 I 20 Gresham 1,400 965 69% 1,323 95%
D7 I 20 Lithonia Industrial 2,074 1,617 78% 2,020 97%
D1 I 20 Moreland 2,049 1,259 61% 1,833 89%
D6 I 20 Panola 1,571 1,008 64% 1,520 97%
D8 I 20 Stonecrest Mall 449 285 63% 440 98%
D5 I 20 Wesley Chapel 853 400 47% 788 92%
66% 95%
N13 MARTA North Holcomb Bridge 2,599 1,807 70% 2,510 97%
N12 MARTA North Northridge 3,381 2,096 62% 3,218 95%
66% 96%
Corridor Analyses:
SCSW Beltline/Streetcar Downtown and Midtown to Southwest 27,082 16,536 61% 24,061 89%
SCNE Beltline/Streetcar Downtown to Northeast 16,272 9,191 56% 14,229 87%
B1 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg1 (northern end) 10,096 4,652 46% 9,092 90%
B2 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg2 9,428 4,626 49% 8,289 88%
B3 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg3 5,645 2,553 45% 4,590 81%
B4 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg4 2,379 1,154 49% 1,888 79%
B5 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg5 1,405 561 40% 1,276 91%
B6 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg6 (southern end) 1,408 965 69% 1,370 97%
50% 88%
56% 90%
KEY: < 50% <75%
>90% >95%
Figure B-6: TIA Rental Housing Affordability
MARTA Rail: MITOD Opportunity
Station





Five Five Points Urban Core 26% 81
E1 Georgia State Urban Core 22% 75
E2 King Memorial Neighborhood 18% 82
E3 Inman Park/Reynoldstown Neighborhood 12% 37
E4 Edgewood/Candler Park Neighborhood 10% 54
E5 East Lake Neighborhood 7% 29
E6 Decatur Town Center 8% 7
E7 Avondale Neighborhood 9% 44
E8 Kensington Commuter Town Center 18% 206
E9 Indian Creek Collector 15% 191
13% 726
N1 Peachtree Center Urban Core 25% 84
N2 Civic Center Urban Core 21% 42
N3 North Avenue Urban Core 18% 26
N4 Midtown Urban Core 19% 44
N5 Arts Center Urban Core 18% 68
N6 Lindbergh Center Commuter Town Center 15% 126
N7 Buckhead Urban Core 17% 49
N8 Medical Center Special Regional Destination 11% 102
N9 Dunwoody Town Center 12% 61
N10 Sandy Springs Commuter Town Center 11% 237
N11 North Springs Collector 12% 222
16% 1,061
NE7 Lenox Urban Core 16% 55
NE8 Brookhaven Town Center 9% 80
NE9 Chamblee Commuter Town Center 12% 195
NE10 Doraville Commuter Town Center 9% 64
11% 393
S1 Garnett Urban Core 19% 65
S2 West End Neighborhood 24% 63
S3 Oakland City Neighborhood 25% 27
S4 Lakewood Town Center 20% 63
S5 East Point Town Center 22% 109
S6 College Park Commuter Town Center 22% 302
S7 Airport Special Regional Destination 29% 241
23% 870
W1 Dome/GWCC/Philips/CNN Special Regional Destination 28% 40
W2 Vine City Neighborhood 31% 35
W3 Ashby Neighborhood 35% 80
P4 Bankhead Town Center 42% 214
W4 West Lake Neighborhood 35% 103
W5 HE Holmes Commuter Town Center 27% 194
33% 666
21% 3,797







C4 Clifton Corridor CDC/Emory 8% 369
C1 Clifton Corridor Cheshire Bridge 14% 188
C5 Clifton Corridor Emory Clairmont 9% 372
C2 Clifton Corridor Morningside 9% 180
C3 Clifton Corridor Sage Hill 8% 243
10% 1,352
NW17 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Adams Park 9% 195
NW15 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Barrett Pkwy 9% 363
NW14 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Bells Ferry 10% 311
NW13 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Canton 11% 150
NW16 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cobb Co Airport 8% 100
NW5 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cumberland Blvd 10% 186
NW6 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Cumberland Mall 9% 251
NW9 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Delk 26% 52
NW1 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Howell Mill 11% 40
NW19 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Lake Acworth 5% 140
NW18 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Lakeside Market 4% 218
NW2 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Moores Mill 6% 47
NW12 Enhanced Premium Transit Service N Marietta Pkwy 14% 111
NW4 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Northside Pkwy 10% 248
NW11 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Roswell 12% 71
NW10 Enhanced Premium Transit Service S Marietta Pkwy 17% 139
NW3 Enhanced Premium Transit Service W Paces Ferry 6% 61
NW8 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Windy Hill 12% 95
NW7 Enhanced Premium Transit Service Windy Ridge 9% 154
11% 2,932
D4 I 20 Candler 17% 173
D2 I 20 Glenwood 15% 150
D3 I 20 Gresham 16% 192
D7 I 20 Lithonia Industrial 20% 631
D1 I 20 Moreland 13% 3
D6 I 20 Panola 13% 320
D8 I 20 Stonecrest Mall 11% 815
D5 I 20 Wesley Chapel 9% 199
14% 2,483
N13 MARTA North Holcomb Bridge 9% 262
N12 MARTA North Northridge 9% 99
9% 361
Corridor Analyses:
SCSW Beltline/Streetcar Downtown and Midtown to Southwest 23% 461
SCNE Beltline/Streetcar Downtown to Northeast 14% 133
B1 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg1 (southern end) 17% 96
B2 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg2 14% 27
B3 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg3 18% 30
B4 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg4 12% 14
B5 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg5 8% 17
B6 Piedmont Rd/Roswell Rd BRT Seg6 (northern end) 11% 11
13% 195
13% 7,916
